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THE ATTITUDES OF DANISH POLITICIANS TO THE PROSPECTS OF URANIUM 
MINING IN GREENLAND 
 
ABSTRACT 
The following case study may well function as a basis or groundwork for another project on 
Greenland concerning natural resources. The study gathered data primarily from interviews with 
experts on the subject i.e. politicians. The main point of this study is the attitudes of the Danish 
party political spectrum to the prospect of uranium extraction in Greenland. 
The study discusses whether or not Greenland has jurisdiction over its own resources, as well as 
entailing a summary of the jurisdictional issues with the Danish government. It also deals with 
foreign relations in regards to the debate about jurisdictional authority, but not in depth as that 
will be left for another project. The study establishes that most of the Danish parties agree on the 
issue that Greenland’s uranium deposits and its extraction is a security issue, which falls under 
Danish jurisdiction. Meanwhile the current Greenlandic government believes that uranium is to 
be categorised as a rare mineral and thus jurisdiction belongs to them in accordance with the 
Self-Governance Act. 
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2 PROBLEM AREA 
 
2.1 GREENLANDIC GOVERNMENT 
 
Greenland is a parliamentary democracy within a constitutional monarchy i.e. Denmark. The 
Parliament of Greenland is called the Inatsisartut. The last election for the Inartsisartut was in 
March, 2013, and has great significance for the future of Greenland, specifically the question of 
what to do with the country’s estimated enormous natural reserves.  
Two parties dominate Greenland politics: Inuit Ataqatigiit (Community of the People) and 
Siumut (Forward). Traditionally IA has been the governing party, but when IA members broke 
away and formed Siumut, they created a serious competitor.  
Siumut won the election and the party’s leader Aleqa Hammond is now Prime Minister. Both 
parties are pro-independence. Siumut has criticised IA, previously in power, for selling resources 
at bargain prices and for only requiring mining companies to pay taxes from the moment the 
mining starts operating a turnover, rather than the moment it begins operations. IA fears that 
Siumut’s policy will cause companies to be less willing to invest in Greenland. It can be said that 
Siumut, with Aleqa Hammond as their leader is a more radical party compared to IA in regards 
to trying to gain independence from Denmark. It seems that Siumut is a lot less willing to 
negotiate with Denmark. Their most important objective as Ms. Hammond said before the 
elections is reaching independence from Denmark and this has cause some issues with Danish 
politicians (DR, 2013). 
The question of how aggressive to be with foreign investors looking to extract the natural 
resources, dominated the debate leading up to the election as well. Siumut’s hard approach won 
the day. If being more restrictive towards foreign investors is nationalist, then Siumut is more 
nationalist. The victory of Siumut could thus also be an expression of a more nationalist 
inclination in Greenland politics (Saietz, 2013). 
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The two major parties in Greenland politics are IA and Siumut. They both work for 
independence from Denmark and together mustered 78 per cent of the votes at the 2013 national 
elections in Greenland. 
Siumut broke away from IA in 1978-79, and became an outspoken voice in the debate on 
independence and identity in Greenland. Specifically, it wished for a self-governing Greenland 
within the Danish Commonwealth. Greenland is currently building its identity and role as a 
political entity with the aspiration of becoming a sovereign state in due time. A significant part 
of the reserves in Greenland are mixed up with uranium, raising doubts how much could be 
extracted without breaking a ban on uranium. Danish Prime Minister Helle Thorning-Schmidt 
has said that the question of uranium falls under Greenland’s legal competence (Ritzau, 2013), 
while the leader of the opposition, Venstre, remains against mining uranium in Greenland 
(Hansen, 2013). The matter of rights to claim resources in Greenland is an important topic to 
Siumut. A balance will need to be found between managing the much needed economic 
prospects of industrialization and the preservation of nature. The Greenlanders consider all the 
resources to be under their control where the conflict with Denmark arises again. The 
government of Greenland has repealed the ban on uranium mining, leading companies to 
currently exploring the possibilities of starting up mining industries. This has created some 
tension with the Danish government’s position on mining potentially dangerous subjects, such as 
uranium. Denmarks’ environmental laws are against uranium mining, and the Danish 
government believes uranium mining belongs under its jurisdiction, i.e. foreign policy and 
security. 
Since the implementation of the Self Rule Act, Greenland’s government has had the authority to 
enter into legally binding agreements with other states on areas such as fishing, economic policy 
and climate policy. In this way, by presenting itself to the world - and, in part, to its own people - 
as a nation-state, Greenland comes one step further towards controlling foreign and defence 
policy.  
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2.2 DENMARK-GREENLAND RELATIONS  
 
Greenland has been a part of the Danish realm since the eighteenth century. In the recent decade 
though Greenland has been gaining more and more independence from Denmark. The history of 
their relations dates back to 1775 when Greenland became a colony of Denmark. Almost two 
centuries later in 1953 Greenland progressed to becoming a province. A bit later in 1979 
Greenland gained a bit more independence with the Home Rule Act and went on to quit the EEC 
6 years later to keep them from interfering with the fishing industry of the area. With the Home 
Rule Act Greenland officially took over many policy areas which were handled by Denmark 
before. These are mainly internal policy areas such as social welfare, education, health and 
fishing among many more things. In the case of policy areas which were not yet transferred, the 
central authorities of the Danish Realm after negotiating with the home rule authorities, can be 
bestowed upon the home rule authority. 
Another couple of decades passed until the population of Greenland finally voted on a 
referendum, which came to be called Self-Governance Act,  to gain increased independence from 
Denmark in 2009. Greenland assumed even more competencies from Denmark they took control 
of the law enforcement, the justice system, the coast guard, and to also share more of 
Greenland’s oil revenues. The official language was finally changed from Danish to Greenlandic 
as well. Even though Greenland took control over some parts of government it was determined 
that Denmark still holds the control over the foreign affairs and the defense of Greenland. 
Greenland is still trying to reach complete independence from Denmark but it is still a long way 
from doing so (Kleist, 2010).  
The power over the control of their own resources was the most important in relation to them 
gaining independence in 2010. With the new rules in place Greenlanders are now completely 
responsible for their own resources i.e. oil and minerals. They decide which companies are 
allowed to extract as well as overall administrative and financial responsibility (Kleist,2010). 
They are hoping that the move to the mineral and oil extraction industry from the fishing 
industry, which is what they are most reliant upon, will relieve some of the pressure that the 
country is facing financially. That said, it might one day be able to replace the block grant of 3.5 
billion Danish kroner, which would be a great step towards independence. Most Greenlanders 
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believe that they will become independent instead of might be becoming independent (Kleist, 
2010). 
In Section 10 of the Self-Government Act it is said that if the grant is reduced to zero 
negotiations would start between the two governments. Then the distribution of revenue coming 
from mining operations in Greenland would be discussed. This was implemented because of 
some unrest in the Greenlandic political scene. They are worried because there is a projected 6.6 
billion DKK yearly revenue in mineral resources in Greenland but what if this keeps going 
steady but then drops? Greenland’s economy would once again become dependent on Denmark’s 
yearly subsidies. 
Even the most optimistic scenario laid out expects some risks to the stability of revenue from 
mining projects (University of Greenland and University of Copenhagen, January 2014. To the 
Benefit of Greenland. By the Committee for Greenlandic Mineral Resources to the Benefit of 
Society.). Supposing a stable income from several large mining projects for some decades, a 
natural resource wealth fund could be funded to ease the transition away from economic 
independence. Greenland’s economy does however require a relatively swift increase in income 
as the working population ages and thus decreases. 
Another interesting fact about the resources in Greenland is that if something goes wrong such as 
an oil spill, and the drilling companies are not able to clean it up then the responsibility of 
cleaning it up falls on Danish Royal Navy. Another reason why Denmark believes that the 
revenue that comes from drilling should be shared (Breum, 2013). The reason for it becoming 
Denmark’s responsibility is because oil companies do not always have the amount required to 
clean up and oil spill. Greenland set the demand of 10 billion dollars in reserves for oil 
companies to clean up. To give some context the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, also called BP oil 
spill, in 2010 cost around 30 million dollars and it still not completely cleaned up, and Arctic oil 
spill might even be more expensive because of the ice (Breum, 2013). 
At the end of 2012 a huge debate took place in Greenland and Denmark regarding the mineral 
resources of Greenland. It was mostly focused on the consequences of starting large scale mining 
operations, this included social dumping. Social dumping is where employers use cheaper labor 
than what is available to them locally. In the case of Greenland it was discussed that when a 
large scale mining operation began they would not have the necessary manpower to run the 
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operations. This in turn would lead to investors bringing in outside help (mostly Chinese). Some 
companies have proposed bringing large numbers of foreign workers to Greenland to work on 
the mines at wages comparable to those of a developing country. Greenland does not have the 
skilled labor force at hand to extract the resources and must therefore decide on the matter of 
accepting imported labor. The issue was debated with the Danish government but back in 2012 
Greenland was not in charge of regulating immigration but with the Self Rule Act Greenland can 
take it over. This means that even though Greenland is under self-rule Denmark still very much 
has a say in what happens and can stop developments such as this (Degeorges, 2013) Later with 
the approval of Denmark, the Greenlandic government decided to implement the Large Scale 
Act. 
The Large Scale Act, passed in 2012, was implemented on the 1st of January 2013. It created a 
much more attractive foundation for large-scale foreign companies to invest businesses in 
Greenland. The law states that the companies’ investments must be bigger than 5 billion DKK or 
else it will not fall under a Large Scale Project. There are also two more criteria it needs to fulfill 
after being considered a large scale project. These are that it needs to hire Greenlandic workers 
and only of in the case of the workforce being deemed insufficient, is it allowed to bring in 
external help. The same criteria applies to Greenlandic companies. The second criteria states that 
all workers must be waged the minimum salary as concluded between the Greenlandic Employee 
Organisation (SIK) and the employer’s organisation (GA), which is currently fixed at 80,41 
DKK (Byrne and Lolk, 2013). 
At the 2013 general election in Greenland Siumut, the traditional governing party, won 42 per 
cent of the vote - 16 per cent more than in 2009 - and formed a government with Partii Inuiit (PI) 
and Atassut, each representing 10.9 and 6.4 per cent of the vote. Siumut is a socialist and 
nationalist party, as is PI, with PI representing the more extreme attitudes of the two. Atassut on 
the other hand is a self-proclaimed liberal party representing continued strong ties with Denmark. 
Thus a government with the support of 18 (fourteen Siumut, two Atassut and two PI) members 
of Parliament was formed March 26 2013. 
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2.3 INTERNATIONAL INTEREST IN GREENLAND 
 
“While the Arctic has become a new frontier of international relations, the Kingdom  
of Denmark, through Greenland, has become a key to future developments in the  
region and a new meeting place for global powers (Degeorges, 2013).”  
Greenland in the past decade has become a much talked about topic on the international scene. 
The obvious one is Australia which has had mining operations in Greenland for 7 years now and 
still wants to expand its business area further to include uranium and REE(Degeorges, 2013). 
Particularly the Asian region is interested in the Rare Earth Elements (REE) as well as the iron 
and other natural resources Greenland has to offer. Specifically it was China and South Korea 
that were showing the most interest in the region. It is not surprising that a power such as China 
would be attracted to the region as it has highly strategic resources including oil, gas, uranium, 
rare earth elements, and iron. China’s interests also lie in the fact that they already have shipping 
operations in Iceland and cooperation with Greenland would further contribute. There are a 
couple more reasons why it would be beneficial for China to have operations in Greenland but 
the resources are the most important, as well as having a permanent seat on the Arctic Council. 
There have been a couple of meeting between Chinese and Greenlandic representatives in both 
countries during the recent years. It is noteworthy to mention that Greenland’s minister for 
resources had a meeting with the Vice-Premier of China at the time Li Keqiang in 2011. The 
other noteworthy meeting was when the Chinese President Hu Jintao visited Denmark on his 
way to Mexico, it was said that it was serving a bilateral purpose but analysts agree that the 
Arctic region was the real purpose of the visit (Degeorges, 2013).  
As mentioned above South Korea also has some serious interests in Greenland. South Korean 
President Lee Myung-bak also visited the country to show his country’s interests. This is 
especially important since he did not stop in Denmark which means that Greenland’s foreign 
policy is stepping into a new light. Later in 2012 Kuupik Kleist, the Premier of Greenland at the 
time, along with the ministers of industry and natural resources and the minister of education as 
well as the nordic cooperation minister, visited South Korea. They all agreed to have a follow-up 
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and discussed issues such as mineral and natural resources, education, research as well as 
focusing on the problems caused by climate change. 
2.4 RAW MATERIALS IN GREENLAND 
 
The recent boom in exploration activities both on Greenland and in its seas has been long 
underway. The first signs of oil in Greenland were discovered already in the 19th century by 
Danish geologists. 
As early as the 1970’s the Danish government agreed to send exploration teams on ships to the 
Eastern Greenland coast. Technology had come great lengths since the first hints at the 
possibility of oil extraction in and around Greenland. Six groups each headed by major oil 
companies such as the American Chevron and French Total were granted licenses, and over the 
years 1975-78 seismic data and test drilling was performed. The test wells however proved to be 
dry. 
The action detailed above was in response to the 1973 oil crisis, as the Organisation of oil 
Producing Economies (OPEC) halted exports to the Western world. The Danish government 
thought it imperative to look into possibilities for freeing themselves from this chokehold the 
OPEC countries held on them. As relations however improved within a relatively short period of 
time, the exploration activities were put on hold and Denmark focussed on its North Sea oil 
fields. These, along with an outstanding policy of energy effectiveness, ensured Denmark’s 
energy independence for the coming decades. An energy independent country is able to supply 
100% of its own energy use from own sources, a vaunted trait, especially since 1973.  
Observers of America may recall her recent focus on achieving energy independence, utilizing 
new sources of energy such as shale gas, and regulation to promote energy effectiveness, such as 
historically high mileage requirements for vehicles on American roads. 
The exploration activities picked up again in 1989 when six corporations, again comprising some 
of the largest extractors in the world, joined up to begin the KANUMAS project. Offshore 
drilling had come a long way, in particular through experience gathered in the Mexican Gulf.  
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Expectations were high. The rich oil fields found in Alaska and Canada - Melville Island - on the 
same far northern latitudes as Greenland inspired dreams of massive oil fields to rival those 
anywhere in the world (dreams that have since been found to be quite real). The KANUMAS 
fields are however not yet producing oil. 
In the 1990s various consortiums and individual firms explored the Greenland seas for oil and 
gas. Some were more successful than others. A few gave up. In the 2000s rising oil prices once 
again caused interest to spike. At the dawn of the next decade, perhaps as Greenland was hit 
particularly hard by the financial crisis 2008-9, the government of Greenland and oil and gas 
majors - side-by-side with the boom in mining activity now on standby due to differences of 
opinion with the Danish government - began a new, more intensive round of exploration. A 
Chatham House report (Chatham House 2012) estimates that $100 billion will be invested during 
the coming decade. Currently less than $20 million a year is coming into the Greenland state 
coffers. An independent state would require approximately $1 billion a year (University of 
Greenland and University of Copenhagen, January 2014. To the Benefit of Greenland. By the 
Committee for Greenlandic Mineral Resources to the Benefit of Society.) 
This is where we are now. No oil or gas is yet being extracted, however, and may not be for 20 to 
50 years (ibid). 
2.5 URANIUM AND OTHER MINERALS 
 
As nuclear power plants are being built in higher numbers than ever around the world, projected 
supply is not meeting demand. The temptation for the Greenland government to relax its zero-
tolerance policy on uranium has thus rising over recent years, and in 2010 it did so. Jurisdiction 
over the matter formally remains in Copenhagen, but the spokesman for Greenland for the 
Danish Social Democrats who currently lead the government, Flemming Møller Mortensen has 
explained to newspapers that they would not be against allowing uranium mining in Greenland 
(The Copenhagen Post January 28 2013: Government leaning towards allowing uranium mining 
in Greenland. By Ray Weaver.). The zero-tolerance policy has only ever been unofficial 
(Jyllands-Posten November 1 2013. Grønlandske Dilemmaer. By Cindy Vestergaard.) 
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Disagreement however remains as to who would lead the oversight over exports of uranium, 
ensuring the secure transfer of the material to overseas buyers - and ensuring that buyers with 
malign - military - intents not be sold uranium, as Denmark is a signatory of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty that among other things prohibits the sale and use of uranium for military 
purposes.  
The Greenland underground holds some of the largest uranium deposits on the planet. One 
mining project currently under development, Kvanefjeld, holds the fifth-largest deposit(s) in the 
world. 
Kvanefjeld - as other sites in Greenland - also holds large deposits of rare earths, being 
significant as building blocks of mobile phones, televisions, rockets, space and weapons 
technology, and more. As of 2012 China controlled 97% of the world’s rare earth supply, 
providing the Greenland mining projects with strategic significance to the world’s major 
economic and military powers (Danish Institute for International Studies 2012: Should 
Greenland mine its uranium? By Cindy Vestergaard and France Bourgouin).  
The scale of the projects dictate that thousands of workers be shipped to Greenland to operate the 
mines. The educational level of Greenland is neither high enough to supply all the skilled 
workers needed. This has caused worries to surface about the cultural impact of such a large 
influx of foreigners in a country of 50,000 inhabitants. Some mining projects are planned close 
to small towns along the coast, with populations so minuscule that Greenlanders may become a 
minority there. Greenland’s bishop Sofie Petersen fears that Greenland is “selling its soul” 
(Breum 2013: 187). How will the nationalist Siumut government explain this, when and if it 
happens? How could it possibly cohere with their policy of ‘Greenlandisation’? And how does it 
look in the light of Transpareny Greenland and other NGO’s criticism of the lack of public 
participation (GU and KU 2014). 
Researchers indeed warn of the local population being further impoverished as foreign nationals 
with higher qualifications move in to take jobs, with Greenlanders stuck in the lower ranks. The 
environment could be damaged, and with it the local Inuit identity and spirituality, and a 
dependence on Denmark could simply be traded for a dependence on multinationals - running 
schools and other services, now though privately rather than as a public service. 
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Another angle from which the wisdom of the Greenland raw materials ‘adventure’ is criticised is 
that of the long-term economic risks - sometimes called Dutch Disease, after the Netherlands’ 
economic hardship following a post-WWII boom fuelled by oil. The need for a sustainable 
economy is hard to grasp when the billions are coming up from underground. The difficulties 
may only be magnified in an even smaller country. Søren Espersen of Dansk Folkeparti is one 
who espouses this view (Espersen 2013).  
Espersen also argues that from the security view that Denmark, with its superior resources and 
state apparatus should hold oversight. Greenland currently has “relatively few” employees in 
charge of a “very large number” of natural-resource management tasks (GU and KU 2014). In 
return, Nuuk might argue that Denmark has little if any experience in the matter as it is a non-
nuclear nation, and that Nuuk is thus better off hiring foreign experts on a case-to-case basis - as 
argued by top officials in the Greenland state (Breum 2013). 
1989 was the year of the beginning of the historically large KANUMAS project, but it was also 
the year when the Exxon Valdez oil tanker hit ground in Alaska, spilling its oil and creating an 
environmental disaster that still affects the local environment. Blobs of oil still remain here and 
there.  
As in Alaska, the Greenland Arctic seas are full of species sensitive to oil spills. Oil ruins the 
insulating ability of polar bears’ fur and birds’ feathers. The polar bear will try to lick it off, 
risking death from poisoning. Whales too may have their digestive systems ruined.  
The Arctic is even more vulnerable to an oil spill than the Alaskan coastline. The distances are 
huge, preventing an immediate response as cleanup ships would have to fight their way through 
thousands of kilometers of icy waters, sometimes only as fast as an icebreaker can mow through 
the ice sheets that cover most of the Arctic.  
Should an oil spill happen, oil can become encased in ice, preserving it for the next melting 
season and causing yet more serious damage to polar bears that hunt from the edges of such ice 
sheets. 
Millions of birds, some of which whole world populations of flock to the Arctic to breed, will be 
threatened. The sound cannons used to map the ocean floor may damage whales’ hearing, as may 
the noise from drills and explosive devices used to open up wells.  
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The Arctic is as such a minefield of potential disaster, already leading a leading oil company like 
French Total to give up exploration in the area (the Financial Times 2012 through Martin Breum 
2013). 
To add to the real risks of disturbing ecosystems there is risk to firms’ public image, which Total 
CEO Cristophe de Margerie cited (ibid) as the reason for Total halting its activities in the Arctic: 
“An oil spill would be a disaster. A[n oil] spill would do too much damage to the firm’s image.” 
A 2012 report by Chatham House on the risks involved in drilling for oil in the Arctic (Chatham 
House 2012) warns of the history of futile exploration, i.e. the risk of finding nothing. It warns of 
the risk of potential oil spills in a highly fragile ecosystem, and it warns of the financial risk 
involved with long-term investment in an industry that may be in its last phase before being 
replaced by renewable energy. The renewable energy issue also ties into the reputational risks 
associated with Arctic oil - how does it look, investing long-term in oil, when the world has 
agreed to focus on renewable energy?  
In Martin Breum’s book When the Ice Disappears (Breum 2013) he writes of continued strong 
symbolic significance of the sparsely populated and faraway Arctic as a mythical landscape 
untouched by man, where nature’s forces are still beyond the abilities of people to overcome. 
The public’s bad conscience is over disturbing or destroying ecosystems around the globe is 
projected onto the Arctic and sought balanced by a wish to preserve it.  
The risks environmental organisations speaks of are quite real. It follows that the one de 
Margerie mentioned above is, too.  
The remaining investors in Arctic oil exploration are firm in their hopes that technology will 
develop sufficiently to be able to handle an oil spill in the icy waters - as of now it is not (Breum 
2013).  
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3 METHODOLOGICAL APPROACH 
This report is based on a previous report that was failed at the examination, titled 
Greenland as an independent foreign policy actor. Therefore similarities may occur. 
 
For our choice of methods we decided to use a qualitative approach in the form of expert 
interviews (Meuser, 2002). The intention was to get an interview with all the major political 
parties taking part in the discussion such as the Red-Green Alliance, the Social Democrats, the 
Danish People’s Party and Venstre. This will allow us to gather relevant data as well as extend 
our understanding of the discussion. We also interviewed some outside experts prior to 
beginning the data gathering process to get more knowledge before going for the important 
interviews with politicians.  
A definition of an expert is required to make the methodological approach understandable. An 
expert can be considered as a person who has accumulated knowledge through experience in a 
specific field as well as from education. Therefore an expert can be considered an authority in 
their specific field. As for our project, an ‘expert’ can be considered someone who is speaking on 
behalf of their organization.  
An expert can be expected to dominate the interview because of their vast knowledge on the 
subject as well as past experience of being interviewed, which is why we created an interview 
guide. It is helpful because then the interviewers can use it as a point where they can return to 
instead of letting the interviewee lead the interview. It is basically a reference point that helps 
keep track of where the interview needs to be heading. During the interview, the interviewer 
needs to ask themselves questions iteratively such as : Did I get the answer I wanted? Should I 
ask a follow-up to get a clearer answer? How much does our epistemological framework allow 
us to interpret?. In this project our epistemological framework being social constructionism is not 
very strict when it comes to interpreting. Conducting the outside expert interviews were very 
helpful with the data gathering which would have been highly time-consuming and we were 
already on a tight schedule. We interviewed Cindy Vestergaard an expert on management of 
uranium and new potential suppliers such as Greenland. This was the first interview conducted to 
gather background knowledge before heading in for the interviews with the politicians. 
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Two members of the group have been specializing in interviews as we have done interviews for 
almost all of our projects up to this one. Specifically we started specializing in expert interviews 
since last semester where we were interviewing union representatives in Denmark. The result of 
the project was positive and working with interviews, especially expert interviews, seem to make 
research a bit easier on the group. This is even more important when we had a third group 
member who was not used to doing interviews but the first outside expert interview helped him 
tremendously. In this first interview, which was a bit more informal than the other ones, we had a 
chance to ask all the questions we wanted without fear of the expert taking over and us not 
getting the answers we wanted. This is a problem because politicians usually do not have a lot of 
spare time on their hand to have an interview with us that is longer than 15-30 minutes.  
3.1 INTERVIEWS 
 
For our main source of data we will be conducting expert interviews with politicians relevant to 
our research field. Initially the group wanted to have as many interviews as possible but due to a 
fixed timeline we were unable to do more than one representative interview for each of the major 
parties. The interviews were conducted in Danish in order to make the interviewees feel 
comfortable - so as to give us more information. Also, we could not know the English skills of 
the interviewees and therefore believe to have a more reliable set of data if the interviews were 
originally done in Danish and then translated into English. Then all the interviews were 
transcribed and translated. A full transcription in Danish was done of each interview (see 
Appendix A). A more concise transcription was then prepared in English for use in presenting 
the data. Irrelevant statements were removed, and syntax altered slightly as to make it more 
legible in writing as opposed to the spoken-language-syntax, complete with uhms, buts and the 
like. Thus we hope have made the source material more available.  
The interview itself was following a semi structured interview guide which was prepared before 
the interviews. It was not always easy to keep to the guidelines but we managed to get the 
answers that were needed. For example when we asked a question and the interviewee’s 
response was not as concise as we would have liked we had to ask a follow up question to 
concentrate their answer a bit more. All the interviewees were told that the dialogue would be 
recorded and used for research purposes. We did not have access to high quality recording 
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hardware so the recordings were made with a smartphone but they were clear enough for us to 
work with.  
The second interview with Karin Gaardsted from the Social Democratic party was also done in 
Danish and has been transcribed.  
Søren Espersen is the spokesman for Foreign Affairs for the Danish People’s Party and a 
member of the Parliamentary Committee for Greenland.  
Christian Juhl is the spokesman for Foreign Affairs for the Red-Green Alliance as well as a 
member of the Greenlandic Council. 
Karin Gaardsted is a member of the Social Democrats and represents them in the Parliamentary 
Committee for Greenland. The spokesman for Greenland, Flemming Møller Mortensen, did not 
respond to our requests for an interview. Neither did more senior members of the committee. 
While Søren Espersen has, he says, been an observer of Greenland-Denmark relations for 
decades, Karin Gaardsted felt she was not on her ‘home turf’. This obviously affected the 
immediate quality of her answers. Given her, at first, low confidence in her knowledge of the 
subject, the interviewer felt a less direct - and less structured - approach was appropriate. As the 
interview progressed, the interviewee became more confident and open to questioning. Some 
things were however still left unsaid - i.e. left for us to read between the lines. This led to the 
presentation of the data gathered from this second interview being slightly different. 
 
3.2 THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 
1. What are the attitudes of the major political parties in Denmark towards the prospect 
of uranium extraction in Greenland? 
2. What disagreements are there between Greenland and Denmark when it comes to 
uranium extraction? 
3. What do the findings mean for the prospects of uranium and oil extraction in 
Greenland? 
Page 16 of 43 
 
 
The research questions are based around our data gathering method, since the project utilized 
interviews the questions have been made in a way to reinforce that. The questions could have 
been broader i.e. ‘What is the attitude of Denmark towards Greenland’s uranium mining 
operations?’. If we were to ask this question there could be no interview but we could have 
utilized e.g. surveys of the population to get a more generalized answer. There has been plenty of 
discussion of the issue of uranium mining in Greenland. The first question, What are the 
attitudes of the major political parties in Denmark towards the prospect of uranium extraction in 
Greenland?, tries to focus the question as much as possible by also limiting the political parties 
to the ones in Denmark. We could have also looked at stances from  foreign countries such as 
China as well as the EU for example. The point was to narrow the question down as much as 
possible by only asking the opinions of the major parties. The parties asked were the Social 
Democrats (Socialdemokraterne), Venstre , and we also decided to include two protest parties to 
have different opinions, the Red-Green Alliance(Enhedslisten) and the Danish People’s Party 
(Dansk Folkeparti). There is definitely much agreement on the issue but it was nice to get the 
different stances on such a crucial issue.  
With all four parties responding we would have had a record of the attitudes of parties 
representing a significant majority in Parliament. All of Venstre’s members of the Parliamentary 
Committee for Greenland however either responded that they were on their holidays and thus 
unavailable, or did not respond to our requests at all. Neither did their chief political 
spokeswoman Inger Støjberg. Venstre, the largest party in Parliament, obtained 47 mandates in 
the 2011 general election. Thus the representativeness of our study fell to 78 (44 Soc. Dem., 22 
DPP, 12 RGA) of 179 members of Parliament. 
The original plan was also to include two largest Greenlandic parties, IA and Siumut, both 
represented in the Danish Parliament. Requests for an interview were however not responded to. 
Interviews with these representatives would have given us a broader picture regarding the issue 
of uranium mining as now we only looked at one side of the argument.   
The second question, If there is any, how do the Greenlandic and Danish representatives solve 
the disagreement?, has been made to narrow our focus down even more. We were specifically 
Page 17 of 43 
 
trying to find out what the two sides thought was the problem. For example when asked about 
what the largest obstacle in the negotiations was, Søren Espersen, said that it is actually the 
Greenlandic Prime Minister, Aleqa Hammond. It would have been ideal to ask Siumut, 
Hammond’s party, as well as IA about the issue to see their responses. 
The third question, What do the findings mean for uranium and oil extraction in Greenland?, is a 
more general question we wanted to find the answer to. It is an interesting question as the 
possibility of an independent Greenland is also on the table as the extraction brings in massive 
capital. It is also a very much discussed question because Denmark also want a piece of the cake 
so they are also very much interested in the riches under Greenland’s ice. 
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3.3 THE INTERVIEW QUESTIONS 
 
The interview questions were formulated with an intent to answer the research questions. All 
questions were directed at getting a picture of the attitudes of the political parties interviewed - 
research question 1.  
We asked directly about disagreements (research question 2), and received some, if not a 
surprising amount of info regarding the question of uranium being regarded as a trade 
commodity on one side and a matter of security policy on the other. Only Søren Espersen’s 
statements on the current Siumut government were particularly salient. An indirect technique 
could perhaps have been utilized for greater effect, but would have taken significantly more time 
in the interview. As we did not expect to be interviewing for more than fifteen to twenty minutes 
we did not use this approach. Requests for longer interviews put out early in the process, but 
were not responded to. Thus we were forced to contact the interviewees directly on telephone for 
shorter conversations. 
Research question 3 concerns the primary motivating factor for the study. What effect do these 
disagreements have on the real world, so to speak? What is the time frame of these 
developments? This will be dealt with in more depth in the concluding section. 
As we only interviewed Danish politicians our questions for them followed the same interview 
guide. There were of course some deviations but we tried to keep the questions as close as 
possible. We did not send them the questions in advance so they did not have any time to prepare 
beforehand. All the questions were heard at the interview first and answered ‘on the fly’. This 
allowed us to not just get ‘already written’ answers which they would have been prepared to give 
us.  
The first question, What are the main issues Greenland is facing regarding uranium mining?, 
was a very important question as this is the question that started out the whole interview. It 
helped both the interviewee and interviewer get immersed into the subject. This question did not 
lead to much useful data though. It basically had the purpose of a warm-up question.   
Question number 2, Does uranium mining in Greenland concern Denmark? is a bit vague so we 
also asked two follow-up questions,  
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2.1 What is Denmark’s role and responsibility on the matter? and 
2.2 Do you think Denmark should support the mining of uranium in Greenland?.  
This is where the interview started focusing on Denmark’s role in the whole uranium extraction 
process. The questions allow for the interviewee to have some freedom when answering. The 
results were positive and they all agreed that uranium mining does indeed concern Denmark. 
When asking questions from experts, in our case politicians, one has to be prepared to hear 
answers which are not clear at first. The formulation of the questions help out with this as we 
tried to make the questions so that it is obvious when they disagree with what has been said.  
The third question is where the interview usually got more interesting as it asks about the  
‘...main disagreements with the Danish government in terms of who is responsible for uranium 
extraction and export?’. Here the interviewee had the chance to give their personal opinions on 
what the obstacles are to negotiating with the Greenlandic government. Some said that the 
leadership is not exactly cooperative while others said that time will solve everything.  
The next question was, Could Greenland feasibly run uranium mining operations on its own? 
What means does the Danish government have to influence the government of Greenland?  
This is another question that allowed for some personal opinion as well as the opinion of the 
party they are representing. When asked about Greenland running the operations on their own we 
expected that they will mostly believe that they could not. We were correct in assuming this as 
they mostly agreed that, even though Denmark offered all the expertise they have to offer, 
Greenland would probably still need to get outside help. The sub question was trying to acquire 
information on whether the Danish government is able to use the yearly subsidy as a bargaining 
chip.  
The last question, What does the actions of the Greenlandic Parliament potentially mean for 
Denmark’s standing amongst foreign actors?, was meant as a closing question to the interviews. 
In this questions we expected for them to tell us that the actions of the Inatsisarut influenced how 
the world viewed Denmark. From background knowledge we knew that some influential leaders 
such as China’s Premier as well as a South Korean delegation has visited Denmark to discuss 
Greenland or on their way to Greenland.  
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4 PRESENTATION OF THE DATA 
 
In the following section we will present the data we have gathered for this paper. By presenting 
we mean a digested version of the second tier English transcriptions - the first tier being the 
Danish transcriptions. The relevant statements from interviewees will be presented. Particularly 
salient parts of the interviews will be elaborated on with some connections to the context (as 
presented in the previous section). Some context may not however be presented in the same 
manner in both sections. 
While we acknowledge that the data does not present itself for thorough analysis, we will 
nonetheless attempt to make some tentative connections. The internal validity of such 
conclusions is traditionally not necessarily very high, but we deem that the connections made in 
the following section are nonetheless valid and salient enough to be presented alongside the data. 
 
4.1 DANISH PEOPLE’S PARTY 
In the contextual chapter we described Siumut as the nationalist of the two major parties, and IA 
as the more cooperative one (with Denmark). Describing Siumut as nationalist versus IA may 
seem odd given that they are both separatist parties from origin; support independence. IA 
however is more open to cooperation with Denmark - as described by Søren Espersen in our 
interview with him Tuesday 22 July: 
Question 7 
What disagreements do you see here? 
“I think that the disagreement has to do with the present government on Greenland, that is to say the 
Siumut government, especially with their leader Aleqa Hammond who to my eyes is beyond reach. She is 
impossible to talk to and the Danish government has a hard time talking to her and therefore I really, 
especially for the Greenland people, hope that there is a new IA government with leaders far more 
pragmatic and willing to negotiate. I think this is the largest problem at the moment.” 
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Question 8 
How far do you think the Danish government is capable of compromise…it seems that the two sides are 
very far removed from each other at the moment, making it hard to reach a pro bono agreement. 
“Yes and it is also that which is so unusual in the Danish-Greenlandic relationship, because usually in all 
other areas of policy, including foreign- and security policy, there is cooperation immediately: where we 
together - the ministries - sit down and figure out some pragmatic solutions. There is no one from the 
Danish side who wishes to bulldoze this through but if they do not even wish to discuss the possibility of 
Denmark, as a signatory of these treaties being responsible…if the Greenlandic side does not wish to do so, 
then it will be a Gordian knot. And I will say that the normal…I have followed Danish-Greenlandic 
relations for many years and normally there is no…normally it is very straightforward and if the 
Greenlandic have any objections then we try to meet those and if we have some then they try to meet us. 
This situation in Greenland today is very unusual and we attribute that to just one person, and that is Aleqa 
Hammond.” 
 
These statements are very salient and as mentioned before we would have liked to hear a Siumut 
representative’s response, but they did not respond to our requests. 
4.1.1 Siumut and uranium 
 
The “disagreements” mentioned in question 7 refers to Søren Espersen’s answer to question 6, 
wherein he pinpoints the main hurdle to the launch of mining projects to the current Greenlandic 
government’s refusal to accept Denmark’s jurisdiction over uranium exports. Espersen, along 
with all other parties represented in the Danish Parliament, believes that uranium falls under 
foreign- and security policy rather than trade policy as the Siumut-led government in Nuuk 
argues. Nuuk believes that uranium should be treated as any other trade good, in response to 
which Copenhagen would mention the obvious dual-use nature of uranium.  
The term dual-use refers to“...goods, software and technology normally used for civilian 
purposes but which may have military applications, or may contribute to the proliferation of 
Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD).” (European Commission 2014).  
Dual-use goods are thus subject to controls so as to prevent them from falling into the hands of 
criminals, organisations, states or other entities with malign intentions.  
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As Søren Espersen says, Copenhagen would like to have oversight in the whole process, from 
extraction point to eventual use in “...some Finnish power plant.” Espersen also wishes for the 
Danish state to have the final say in who is permitted to buy uranium from Greenland mines. 
Scrutiny of the personages, their circles of business contacts and so forth are not opposed by 
Greenland. Nuuk however believes that as a normal trade good, uranium oversight would fall 
under the Ministry for Trade in Nuuk, not Copenhagen. Søren Espersen and the rest of 
Parliament believes that the Ministry for Foreign Affairs or the Ministry for Defence in 
Copenhagen holds jurisdiction and thus would handle the oversight and control procedures.  
To support his argument Søren Espersen mentions the Danish far-left party, the Red-Green 
Alliance who are against uranium extraction anywhere, but if left without that choice, would 
rather see the Danish authorities handle it than they would the Greenlandic authorities. 
Espersen does however state that it is “very unrealistic” that Greenland goes rogue and defies 
Copenhagen on this matter. “...very few politicians on Greenland still believe in that possibility.” 
 
4.1.2 Siumut and mining 
 
The now governing party Siumut arguably won power in 2013 by representing the most popular 
perspective on two counts: one, the question of whether to demand royalties from corporations 
running mining projects in Greenland - as part of a broader policy of being tougher with (the) 
Danish and foreign corporations.  
Second, Siumut were elected on the promise of a renegotiation of  the Large Scale Law. 
About royalties: until 2013 the Greenland economy stood to gain from mining projects through 
jobs and taxes on corporate profits. Some however believed that the corporations could 
manipulate their way into paying less than intended, or that the money would not start flowing 
soon enough. The solution would be royalties, a tax based on the size of production. This led to 
the following addendum to the law on on standard terms for minerals in Greenland, i.e. 
excluding hydrocarbons: 
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“If the licensee applies for and is granted an exploitation licence on the basis of the exploration licence, 
the exploitation licence shall contain terms on the licensee's payment of royalty to the Government of 
Greenland. The main terms on royalty are generally as follows: (1) A licensee which exploits minerals, 
other than rare earth elements, uranium and gemstones, shall pay a sales royalty of 2.5%, of the value of 
the minerals, to the Government of  Greenland. The licensee may on certain terms offset an amount equal 
to paid corporate income tax and corporate dividend tax against sales royalty to be paid. The more specific  
terms on royalty for minerals, other than rare earth elements, uranium and gemstones, are stated in 
appendix 1 to these standard terms.“ (Government of Greenland 2014) 
 
Compared to the previous election in 2009 Siumut had gone forward by 16.3 per cent. They had 
lost that election on the back of several scandals adding to an image of a party of corrupt, old 
white men. In the four years to come the IA government launched several unpopular reforms, 
and a breath of fresh air blew over Siumut as a relatively young woman, but nonetheless 
experienced politician, Aleqa Hammond became chairman.  
To the leading daily Jyllands-Posten, author and historian at the Saxo Institute of Copenhagen 
University Lars Hovbakke Sørensen has stated following the election:  
 
“It is a very significant result, and it is clearly an expression of the Greenlandic 
people having voted nationalist.” (Jyllands-Posten 13 March 2013: Nationalisme 
afgjorde grønlandsk valg. By Jesper Jakobsen.) 
 
He continues to explain that IA, the traditional opposition party, has been the more nationalist of 
the two for decades but that Siumut has overtaken this role. They have filled a gap posed by the 
failure of the IA government to make voters feel as if they got what they voted for. 
Perhaps paradoxically, though, by wanting to assert themselves against Denmark and other 
foreigners, the Siumut government will make it harder for Greenland to attain independence. The 
prospect of national independence de facto rests upon first attaining economic independence 
Page 24 of 43 
 
from Denmark. By worsening conditions and creating insecurity of the future political 
environment for foreign investors Siumut may scare away the money that is needed to attain 
independence. 
Sørensen ended by terming the then incoming Prime Minister Aleqa Hammond “a strong 
nationalist”, supporting Søren Espersen’s arguments.  
Espersen also mentions the inability of Copenhagen to speak to Hammond. In fact he calls her 
the biggest obstacle to progress between Copenhagen and Nuuk in the uranium matter. A “strong 
nationalist” would not usually want to be seen with the - past or present - colonial power. One 
may suspect Hammond of having the same motivation. Is she thereby simply keeping her 
election promises of standing up to foreigners, one might ask? Or is she really being 
unrealistically demanding and belligerent, thereby working against her stated cause of 
independence? 
The extraordinary electoral progress (+16.3 per cent from 2009 to 2013) that came across at the 
same time as a shift towards nationalism could make Prime Minister Hammond inclined to at the 
very least wait until the next election to shift her position. Following that line of thought: 
cooperation with Denmark is electoral poison. Cooperation with foreign investors is poison. 
Cooperation with any of these could be interpreted as weakness, and weakness towards 
foreigners is anathema to a nationalist. It might be added that the previous IA government’s 
move to appoint ministers who were not fluent in Greenlandic was hugely controversial and led 
to a reinforcement of the Siumut policy of ‘Greenlandification’. Greenlandificiation implies 
among other things that non-fluent Greenlandic speakers are excluded from many jobs in the 
public services and government. 
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Question 2 
What is Denmark’ role? 
 
There is complete agreement in the Parliament. For once no party disagrees. It must be the Danish 
government that decides under which circumstances uranium is produced and sold. Of course in 
cooperation with the Greenland government. And this stems from the fact that Denmark is still responsible 
and has supremacy over Greenland in matters of foreign and security policy. There is a plurality…there is 
full agreement on this matter. 
 
Seen from Nuuk, Copenhagen may of course simply be accused of a similar lack of will to 
compromise. As Søren Espersen says, Denmark still holds supremacy in matters of foreign and 
security policy. And, “there is full agreement on this matter” in Parliament. While the people of 
Greenland according to Espersen should be allowed to decide on their own whether or not to 
extract uranium from their underground, screening of the interests involved should be performed 
by the Danish authorities. The argument for this may be seen in more detail in an opinion piece 
posted on his blog in 2013 (Jyllands-Posten November 22 2013: Grønland selvstændigt? Ikke 
med min stemme! By Søren Espersen.) 
In this opinion piece, he outlines his view that Greenland is not capable of sustaining their own 
courts, police system and other staples of a developed economy. Greenland, he believes, is 
simply not capable of performing the oversight necessary in dealing with a substance as 
potentially dangerous as uranium. Espersen primarily blames low education levels and the small 
population size. 
The Greenlandification process mentioned above may support his argument. Danes possessing a 
generally higher educational level than local Greenlanders, excluding non-fluent Greenlandic 
speakers may deprive the upper levels of Greenlandic society of valuable resources. Professor of 
Political Science at the University of Aarhus Peter Munk Christiansen, who has studied elite 
recruitment procedures has told the Danish daily Information (Information: I toppen af 
embedsværket, hvor de fleste kender alle. October 12 2013. By Mathias Koch Stræde.) that 
“...dilemmas will come up when the pool of candidates becomes so small” as a consequence of 
the policy of Greenlandization. He questions whether Siumut has been too rushed in wanting to 
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put loyal people in important positions in the public sector - while praising the general policy for 
its aim of wanting to create a strong independent Greenlandic state apparatus. An article in the 
political science quarterly Politica (Politica: Grønlandisering: Grønlands elite 2000-2009.  
Number two, 2013. By Pia Vedel Ankersen.) mentions a rise in the share Greenlandic public 
officials that are Greenlanders from 30 to 61 per cent between 2000 and 2009. 
To conclude, Søren Espersen did not diverge from the general attitude to uranium mining in 
Greenland that other parties have presented. He agrees to let the decision to mine uranium be 
with the people of Greenland. He was however more firm in his belief that Denmark must hold 
oversight, and have control over exports. Where he was more salient was in describing how the 
nationalist turn that Greenland has taken over recent years seems to be an obstacle to the 
resolution of the disagreement between Denmark and Greenland on who to have oversight over 
uranium exports. Søren Espersen has though expressed his opinion that it is very unlikely that 
Greenland goes rogue. Thus a stalemate seems more likely, at least until a change of government 
in Greenland. 
Indeed, the only way that seems plausible is for Greenland to become wholly independent. For 
that to happen, Greenland would - one may reasonably expect - have to be economically 
independent first. Since mining nearly anywhere in Greenland will yield uranium mixed up with 
the other valuable minerals, the income would have to come from oil and gas. As outlined above, 
this is not very likely. Therefore there seems no prospect of Greenland beginning mining 
uranium in the near future. Things may change with a new government however. The next 
general election is due before 13 March 2017 - the Prime Minister Aleqa Hammond decides 
when. 
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4.2 SOCIAL DEMOCRATS 
 
The Social Democratic party’s Karin Gaardsted has a different view on uranium mining and 
export. According to her the biggest problems with uranium mining is that it can be misused but 
the important thing to remember is that it can also be used for peaceful purposes in e.g. 
healthcare. She doesn’t place as much emphasis on Denmark in the negotiation as Espersen did, 
in the end she believes that, ”... that is is Greenland who decides if it is to be extracted or not.” 
This is interesting because as Mr. Espersen said: “For once no party disagrees. It must be the 
Danish government that decides under which circumstances uranium is produced and sold.”. 
They both agree that it is up to Greenland to decide whether or not it wants to mine its uranium 
however it is also agreed upon that uranium could potentially be used for nuclear armament 
which is why Espersen clearly says Denmark should decide the conditions while Gaardsted is a 
bit more tentative. When asked about who should be the one to regulate where the uranium goes, 
she says that it is not her area of expertise but it needs to be watched over extremely carefully by 
both Denmark and the IAEA. 
There are very strict international rules set by the IAEA that all signatories of the Non-
Proliferation Act must abide by. Since Denmark is a signatory of the Act Greenland falls under 
the same rules. This is why Denmark has to watch so closely over the process because it is them 
who are responsible in the end, as Greenland is a part of the Danish realm. 
According to this interview it seems that Gaardsted is more willing to let Greenland try and do 
the uranium extraction on its own. She says that Denmark naturally offered all the expertise they 
have to offer but it is still not clear as to whether Greenland has the potential resources to pull off 
uranium extraction on its own. Expertise is not enough to start a drilling or mining operation, it 
also has to include a massive amount of capital as well as workforce to ensure the safety of the 
environment. It is crucial for Greenland to set extremely strict rules regarding the reserves for 
cleaning up a potential oil spill. This is currently ‘only’ at 10 billion dollars, but then the BP oil 
spill comes to mind which took about 30 billion dollars to clean up.  
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When asked about whether or not she thinks Greenland have the expertise required to start 
operations she seems to agree with Minik Rosing that Greenland has very few officials to cover a 
large number of tasks, she said she considered him to be a “very intelligent man”. We interpret 
this as a tacit agreement with the words of the report as we related to her in the inteview. 
The report can be interpreted as saying that they do not have enough officials in the Directorate 
for Raw Materials which leads to them not being completely competent to handle the situation 
on their own. This is where the social dumping aspect of large scale mining operations also tie 
in. Greenland does not necessarily have the amount of workforce required to run a 
mining/drilling operation. Social dumping is when a company hires cheaper labour than the one 
that is available to them. In Greenland’s case this would most likely be Chinese workers being 
brought in instead of using Greenlandic workers who have a minimum wage according to 
Greenlandic law. This effect was countered though by the Large Scale Act but it is still unclear 
as to whether Greenland has enough workers. In the long-run it would create only a couple 
hundred of jobs but the construction stage would create plenty of work for Greenlanders. The 
Large Scale Act makes the investors hire the Greenlandic workforce as well as companies and 
are only allowed to bring in outside help if it is insufficient.  
When asked about whether or not Denmark could take a stance against uranium mining in 
Greenland she responded with,  
“...we cannot in the Danish Parliament decide what they wish to extract from their underground. 
But we can do everything possible to affect them. What conditions is is done under is not just a 
question of whether the uranium is dangerous or not, which it is not when extracted as it is there. 
It is a question of how it is treated. So there is a limit as to what the Danish Parliament can 
decide, because they have their Home Rule in a range of areas.” 
 
It can be seen that she does not want to influence Greenland as much as Espersen did. Also, 
Espersen was very keen on emphasizing how nationalist the current government in Greenland is 
while Gaardsted emphasizes her belief that negotiations will win out in the end. They are both in 
agreement though that negotiations will win out but Espersen believes that the current 
government with Hammond in the chair is a real obstacle. She believes that Greenland was 
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offered all the expertise Denmark has to offer and they will make the best of it. The next 
questions ties in the whether or not the actually have Home Rule in the area of uranium 
extraction and export. The Ministry of Defence believes that Denmark should have jurisdiction 
as soon as it is extracted from the ground. Gaardsted believes that negotiations are ongoing and 
the Ministry of Defence is very much involved in the discussions. She believes that time will 
eventually solve the disputes between the Ministry of Defence and Greenland as she said in the 
interview:  
So do you think that an agreement can be reached with the current Siumut government - 
they have taken a slightly nationalist turn over the past three or four years? 
“Yes of course I know that they have. I know that the negotiations have not always been 
easy but they do not have to be as long as they end with a result. I am also aware that 
there was a period where the world thought that you could just dig away in Greenland 
and you would have enormous piles of raw materials within a week or two, and that has 
shown not to be the case. And it will be many years before this project is a reality. I am 
aware that there are test drillings, but it will be many years before it is an industry. So 
there is time for these negotiations to go to the bottom. And I am fully confident that they 
will.” 
She is completely sure that the negotiations will be successful as they have plenty of time before 
any kind of operation can be started. When going into a bit more detail about the specifics of the 
negotiations she said that Denmark would still demand a lot from the Greenlandic people. In her 
own words: “...we should demand both security and decency concerning where it goes and 
oversight and everything else, we must be the guarantors of that.” Here she says that it is indeed 
Denmark that needs to guarantee the security of the uranium export, as the extraction is the 
competence of Greenland. In the end though she believes that Greenland and Denmark need to 
closely work together on the case. Even though Greenland does have the jurisdiction to mine it’s 
own reserves in the end it is Denmark’s responsibility to make sure everything goes smoothly.  
“...uranium requires a very special oversight and I believe that the Danes also have a large 
responsibility to ensure that it is done by the book, until the international oversight takes over.” 
This might be interpreted as her saying that until the uranium leaves the country for export it is 
Denmark’s responsibility to watch over the process and who they want to sell to.  
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Karin Gaardsted is mostly agreeing with the other parties on the issue of uranium mining in 
Greenland. She believes that the largest obstacle facing them is the current nationalist 
government, Siumut. She however believes that there is plenty of time for the negotiations so in 
due time they will solve all the issues. The idea of Greenland conducting mining operations on 
their own is unimaginable at the current state, but Gaardsted is not completely sure as to whether 
Greenland would be able to do it. Gaardsted, in agreement with Minik Rosing believes that it is 
likely that Greenland does not have the necessary expertise to start mining operations although 
she believes in the capability of Greenland more than Søren Espersen. This also includes the 
workforce required to build the sites. Greenland would most likely have to bring in outside help 
for more than one part in the process of starting mining/drilling operations. As mentioned before 
it is unlikely that Greenland can become independent without the revenue that would come from 
oil drilling/uranium mining. Another important aspect to the discussion is that if an oil spill were 
to happen, be it because of lack of expertise, Denmark would likely be the one that needs to 
clean up so it is crucial that the required expertise is there. 
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4.3 THE RED-GREEN ALLIANCE 
 
As spokesman of the Red-Green Alliance in the departments of foreign affairs and development  
and as a member of the Council of Greenland, Christian Juhl supports the claim of a seemingly 
unanymous stance in the Danish parliament on the subject of the right of Greenland to mine its 
resources. He emphasises the point, however, that the issue at hand persists in the fact that it is 
not simple trade goods, that is on the export development board, but instead we’re dealing with 
strategically important raw minerals, such as oil, rare earth minerals and uranium. These 
materials are put in increasingly greater demand, as global actors are racing to position 
themselves in the the global economical and political struggle for autonomy and power.  
This leaves the Danish realm in a difficult position when it comes to the decision of exporting 
rare minerals. 
“There’s a lot of restrictions in place when it comes to the trade and use of uranium as it can be used for 
weapons manufacturing. Needless to say that these restrictions will have to be upheld. We need some 
assurances that precautions are being made, in case they (Greenland) want to utilize it.” 
Regardless of how the decision on industrialisation of raw minerals unfolds, Christian Juhl 
makes it explicitly clear that there are many more factors involved in the process other than 
national business politics, involving not just Greenland as a national state, but the balance of the 
global community to an undetermined degree as well. Christian Juhl elaborates this point by 
stating;  
“I will put it this way, trading in uranium is a matter of security policy, it’s not the same as any other kind 
of raw material. That means that all security policy affairs on this area are to be decided upon by the 
Danish parliament on behalf of the Danish realm, that is Greenland and Denmark. It is very important that 
this debate is resolved in parliament, as well as decided upon by the population of Denmark and 
Greenland, so that it will be a democratic process.” 
 
This leads to a discussion about the possibilities configuring the establishment of an industry 
based on the extraction of uranium and it does present the Danish realm with a variety of issues 
concerning the areas of security, foreign relations and defence politics. Both the Greenlandic and 
Danish parliaments agree on the principle that both governments need to establish an agreement 
Page 32 of 43 
 
of collaboration about the future practical considerations, implicitly in the areas of uranium 
mining and export, as well as other radioactive minerals. When asked about any disagreements 
prevalent amongst the two governments regarding responsibility issues and security implications, 
Juhl responds in the following way; 
“Especially given the currently seated Greenlandic government, they (the Greenlandic 
parliament) don’t believe that Denmark has anything to do with the matter, seeing as they 
consider this issue to fall under the domain of mineral extraction, and that is of course their 
right, but that discussion has been going on for the past year or so.” 
Christian Juhl makes no assertions on behalf of the Danish government and their response to the 
Greenlandic government’s claim of entitlement to more autonomy on the matter of raw mineral 
industrialisation, but he does imply that in his opinion, the issue in disagreement amongst the 
two governments is more than just a national domestic matter of mineral extraction, thereby 
leaning on the dispositions shared by Espersen and Gaardsted in this matter. His personal 
opinion on the matter is moderated to an extent to which he simply states; “...but that discussion 
has been going on for the past year or so.” indicating a somewhat carefully measured response, 
as well as indicating a lack of willingness to comment on the just cause or appropriateness of 
either of the two governments stances in relation to this. 
Because of the fact that political decision making regarding the sphere of extraction of 
radioactive raw materials is an unprecedented area within the Danish realm, there is no 
precedence in the political debate as to how the matter should be handled intergovernmentally. 
Denmark is already subjected to international treaties designed to prevent materials, such as 
uranium, from falling into the wrong hands. But because this issue involves both Denmark and 
Greenland alike, uncertainty becomes a prevalent factor of how this issue is dealt with internally. 
This issue constitutes obstacles of autonomy and oversight and, more importantly, collaboration, 
if it is to be resolved effectively. Greenland does not have the resources or the expertise to 
facilitate the creation of a raw mineral mining industry on its own, at the same time Denmark is 
obligated to some extent to uphold their previously made promises on the matter of providing 
expertise. Even though Denmark does not provide financial aid to Greenland for the initialisation 
and upkeep of mining operations, the foreign companies would bring the capital needed along 
with possible workforce as there may not be enough in Greenland only. According to Juhl, when 
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facing the question of whether or not Greenland could feasibly operate a mining industry on its 
own, he states that; “I don’t believe that to be possible, simply because it is such a small country, 
in terms of population and resources. So, they will need international expertise insofar as they 
decide to export uranium. They have the right to decide upon this matter themselves only insofar 
as the Danish parliament approves the terms to make it so.” 
He believes that Denmark needs to approve the operation in order to exercise their authority over 
their own resources. Whether they decide they need outside help i.e. expertise, they have the 
right to bring in as many as they want. 
In conclusion the prospects of bringing about an industrialization in the field of (radioactive) raw 
minerals are influenced by a great many implicational factors. Christian Juhl accounts for three 
variables influencing the success rate of the joint venture. He is mostly concerned with matters of 
foreign security policy making, as well the ability to adhere to international agreements on the 
field of subjectivity in order to ensure a safe and responsible managements of mineral resource 
export. The potential danger of conducting international trade with radioactive materials without 
heavy scrutinization, is very real according to him, and our obligation to ensure that it falls into 
the right hands is a main concern of his; “Of course there will be some measure of international 
pressure affecting us. Let’s say that Greenland is considering selling uranium to China, for 
instance, or if the Russians would be interested, then the US might have some quarrel with that. 
The Danish government would then be facing a dilemma, as they have always lended their 
support for the US.” 
Greenland and Denmark seemingly both share the same values, but Denmark is under 
international scrutiny in this respect, functioning as key figure in international security 
agreements as well as being a member state of the European Union, they are expected to comply 
with the general terms of “good behavior”, as they are established by partnering alliance states. 
Greenland is not a member of the EU and neither has it yet to decree any affiliation to treaties 
and deals made within such alliances. It is the obligation of the Danish State to apply the right 
amount of pressure, to ensure that Greenland keeps up with the expectancy of the international 
community, according to Juhl. 
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4.4 VENSTRE 
 
Venstre did not respond to our requests for an interview. Instead we have attempted to gather 
some data on their attitude to uranium mining in Greenland through public statements. 
In Berlingske Tidende, one of the largest Danish daily newspapers, Venstre’s spokesman for 
Greenland Claus Hjort Frederiksen calls Greenland Prime Minister Aleqa Hammond a 
“dreamer” (Berlingske Nyhedsbureau 24 January 2014: Venstre kalder Grønlands leder for >>en 
drømmer<<. By Søren Ploug Lilmoes.)  
Frederiksen calls Aleqa Hammond a dreamer for claiming that mining activities could finance 
Greenland’s independence from Denmark. He bases this statement on the report - mentioned 
earlier in this paper - To the Benefit of Greenland which lays out a range of scenarios for the 
economic benefits of mining in Greenland. He assumes ‘financing Greenland’s independence’ 
according to Ms Hammond means replacing the annual subsidy the country’s government 
receives from Denmark, and describes how none of the scenarios outlined in the report project 
that Greenland’s state could receive an amount of money from mining to equal that of the Danish 
block grant. He calls an industry of the size needed to equal these more than three billion danish 
crowns “unrealistic”. 
In 2013, in Information, another leading daily, then-spokeswoman for Greenland for Venstre 
Gitte Lillelund Bech - in response to the Danish People’s Party and the Social Democrats’  
statements of support to Greenland’s having relaxed the zero-tolerance policy towards uranium - 
rejects the Greenland government’s line (Information 23 March 2013: Venstre afviser Grønlands 
uraneventyr. By Jesper Løvenbalk Hansen.).  
Bech calls for further research before any decision is made on the matter. She is worried that 
Greenland is moving too fast, and since Denmark would be held responsible for any mishaps or 
breaches of international treaties, the zero-tolerance policy should be upheld until further 
research is done. In response the spokesman for Greenland for the Social Democrats Flemming 
Møller Mortensen said to Information that his party only supports relaxing the zero-tolerance 
policy insofar as there is security that all international treaties are upheld (ibid). 
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Bech also states that it is not up to Greenland whether uranium should be mined at all. It is up to 
the Danish Parliament. This would mean that Venstre is willing to halt any mining operations in 
Greenland where uranium may be dug up along with other raw materials - their being mixed up 
in the same deposits - until the Danish Parliament can agree on the issue. 
Venstre’s call for “further research” is a political tool often deployed when a party is not clear on 
its position on the matter. It has though been the position of the party for more than a year, which 
calls to question whether it is a position drafted to reflect any insecurity of their voters towards 
uranium extraction in Greenland. What does this mean for the future? Barring any mishaps, 
further political debate - and, indeed, further research - may just ease any insecurity Venstre has 
concerning the matter. Given the time frame - a decade or more - there may just also be enough 
time. 
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5 CONCLUSION 
 
The conclusion will be centered around the three research questions. We will thus in this section 
attempt to outline how well the research questions were answered.  
 
1. What are the attitudes of the major political parties in Denmark towards the prospect 
of uranium extraction in Greenland? 
2. What disagreements are there between Greenland and Denmark when it comes to 
uranium extraction? 
3. What do the findings mean for the prospects of uranium and oil extraction in 
Greenland? 
 
All parties spoken to agree that whether or not uranium should be mined in Greenland is up to 
the local government. They also agree that uranium falls under security policy and thus is the 
jurisdiction of the Danish state. Sadly, we could not get an interview with Venstre who had a 
fixed stance on the subject. They believe that it is the Danish Parliament’s decision whether or 
not Greenland can mine uranium on its own. As the current Siumut government disagrees on this 
point, there seems to be a gridlock. Will either side change its mind? The data gathered for this 
report makes it seem highly unlikely. The Danish side is bound by their entitlement to the 
international community to secure a responsible behaviour by its former colony, still a member 
of the Danish Realm and under the security aegis of the Danish military. Such as it is, security 
policies remains a legal matter under Danish jurisdiction. Changing this would require 
constitutional change, something that does not seem likely, at least not until the point where 
Greenland becomes wholly independent - and, as our interview data suggests, Greenland 
becoming wholly independent neither seems likely within the immediate future, as they are still 
dependent on Denmark to a considerable degree regarding finances and public services. 
 
Page 37 of 43 
 
The Siumut party has taken a very nationalist turn since they lost power in 2009. This led them 
to win the election in 2013. They won on a mandate to make Greenland more Greenlandic - 
‘Greenlandisation’, it is termed. The Siumut government won the election on a relatively narrow 
mandate, which would likely lead them to be very wary of any sign of bowing down to the 
former colonial masters. From the data gathered, it can be said that until there is a change in 
government, or change in chairman for Siumut there is not a high chance of cooperation. Søren 
Espersen specifically names Aleqa Hammond as the source of the problem while the other 
interviewees just mentioned the current government. 
As exploratory surveys of the Greenlandic underground continues, the prospect of the project 
going further than this does not look bright at all, with the current political outlook of the 
Greenlandic government. As mentioned before, until a change in government comes, Greenland 
cannot start mining operations without the consent of Denmark, even if it is their resources we 
are talking about. The Danish stance that uranium mining and export is a security issue is 
completely fixed. 
Some may say that the independence of Greenland hinges on them becoming financially 
independent of Denmark. Mining could be one way. Oil and gas could be another. And if the 
plentiful oil and gas reserves that look to be available for extraction provided revenue enough for 
independence, Greenland would not have to put the mining project on hold due to Denmark’s 
reservations about their handling of uranium on their own, on the basis of trepidation regarding 
responsible management of potentially dangerous rare minerals. We therefore chose to describe 
the prospect of oil and gas extraction in the Greenland seas particularly, including the amounts of 
revenue and time frames involved. The conclusion of this additional investigation was that the 
hope of receiving large amounts of revenue from oil and gas extraction is a valid one, but with a 
very long time frame. It may be decades before large sums of money could buffer the 
Greenlandic economy so as to resist the prolonged shock of independence. Another interesting 
topic is that even though Denmark does not own the oil or any of the natural resources under 
Greenland, they are still responsible for cleaning it up. The electorate may ask then: shouldn’t 
Denmark then get a ‘piece of the pie’? 
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6 AFTERTHOUGHTS 
This project provides some useful groundwork for future study. An international politics research 
project could look further into the strategic implications that Christian Juhl speaks about. Major 
powers do arguably have interest in the raw materials in the Greenland underground. China, for 
instance has a near-monopoly on rare earths which could be used as leverage in negotiations with 
other powers: it could turn the supply up or down for other economies. Another potentially 
interested country would be Australia who already have iron mining operations in Greenland. 
They could expand their operations to include mining rare earths as well, which could also give 
them some major leverage as they already have the richest rare earth deposit currently known. 
What if they had operations at both the first and the second largest rare earth deposit? 
Another interested party was South Korea, as they had visits going both ways. It is unclear as to 
what exactly South Korea would be doing with such a rare opportunity. Worth investigating? - 
This project could be the groundwork for a  future project on this subject. 
An international politics approach could look into the day-to-day negotiations that take place 
between Greenland and Denmark. What negotiation strategies are used, how they are used and 
what leverage each has over the other are interesting aspects of these negotiations. One could 
also look into the larger scale negotiations between e.g. China and Greenland/Denmark as well 
as Russia and South Korea. The foreign policy would be extremely interesting to follow as well 
seeing that Denmark is responsible for the foreign policy of Greenland. If Greenland were to 
become independent how would they conduct their foreign relations with e.g. China, a country 
that is very far both culturally and ideologically? 
An international development studies approach could research the ability of Greenland to cope 
with the sudden development scenarios on the horizon. A question that may be asked could be: 
how does small Greenland towns cope with sudden influxes of foreign workers greatly 
outnumbering them? Cultural studies could also provide interesting perspectives on this matter. 
What happen to the cohesiveness of a society when such major changes happen? 
Another interesting angle on this is the economic: how do small economies cope with such 
sudden changes in the labour market - new skills are required, locals may be outcompeted, prices 
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may inflate and the relative wealth of locals to newcomers may affect social conditions and even 
spark unrest. 
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